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November,   1970 


The  Honorable  Forrest  H.  Anderson 
Governor  of  Montana 
State  Capitol 
Helena,  Montana  59601 

Dear  Governor  Anderson: 

In  response  to  your  request  for  a  study  of  the  feasibility  of 
establishing  a  plan  of  official   sub-state  districts,  the  attached 
study  and  report  is  presented  for  your  consideration.     It  is 
based  on  a  review  of  the  many  existing  multi-county  divisions  of 
the  State  of  Montana  for  various  purposes,  and  an  examination  of 
previous  proposals  for  subdividing  the  State  for  administrative 
and/or  planning  purposes. 

It  was  made  with  recognition  of  the  probability  that  no  such 
grouping  of  counties  can  be  expected  to  satisfy  all   possible 
requirements;  but  it  also  recognizes  the  fact  that  for  purposes 
of  dealing  with  problems  that  confront  the  State  and  its 
communities,  for  uniform  reporting  of  useful   information,  and 
for  the  most  efficient  delivery  of  governmental   services  by  State 
as  well   as  Federal   agencies,  a  uniform  system  of  multi -county 
districts  is  highly  desirable. 

The  report  recommends  a  system  of  twelve  subdivisons,  which  for 
administrative  flexibility  may  be  combined  by  some  agencies  into 
larger  districts.  Each  of  the  recommended  multi -county  groups 
has  one  or  more  communities  which  are  growth-centers  for  their 
regions;  all  but  two  contain  at  least  four  percent  of  the  1970 
State  population;  and  the  report  describes  other  criteria  used 
to  establish  district  boundaries. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  recommended  districts  are  workable 
and  can  form  the  basis  for  coordination  of  programs  and  planning, 
but  the  report  also  suggests  a  schedule  for  adjustment  of  indi- 
vidual  agency  difficulties  that  might  be  uncovered. 

Sincerely  yours. 


Perry  F.    Roys 
Executive   Director 
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that  there  is  probably  no  one  ideal  plan  that  will  satisfy  all  interests. 
Effective  comprehensive  planning,  however,  and  the  coordination  of  State 
and  Federal  governmental  services,  as  well  as  the  requirements  of  good 
reporting  and  record  keeping,  all  dictate  that  a  more  or  less  uniform 
districting  plan  be  put  into  effect. 

Such  a  districting  plan  also  puts  the  State  in  a  better  position 
to  accept  and  utilize  Federal  block-grant  programs,  which  are  already  being 
adopted  by  a  number  of  Federal  agencies  and  will  almost  certainly  be  followed 
by  others  as  the  "new  federalism"  enunciated  by  the  President  is  implemented. 
Over  a  period  of  time  if  the  multi -county  districts  are  properly  designated, 
they  can  and  should  become  effective  units  for  planning  through  cooperative 
efforts  of  county  governments  as  well  as  those  of  communities  --  which  would 
in  no  way  lose  their  individuality  in  the  process  of  combining  their  efforts 
for  planning  purposes.  The  areas  within  which  many  serious  problems  occur 
and  within  which  effective  solutions  should  be  worked  out,  frequently  do 
not  coincide  with  political  boundaries.  The  grouping  of  counties  also  makes 
much  more  likely  the  possib.ility  of  supporting  permanent,  professional 
planners  or  planning  staffs  whose  services  would  be  available  to  the  entire 
multi-county  district,  whereas  the  smaller  counties  --  and  particularly 
those  whose  populations  have  been  declining  --  now  find  it  beyond  their  means 
to  support  this  and  other  types  of  needed  services.  The  Federal  Department 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare,  for  example,  estimates  that  it  requires 
a  minimum  population  of  50,000  to  support  an  adequate  health  program,  or 
welfare  system.   Only  three  or  four  Montana  counties  can  claim  populations 
this  large,  but  in  the  grouping  suggested  here,  five  of  the  multi -county 
districts  have  populations  of  50,000  or  more. 


In  the  operation  of  the  State  Department  of  Planning  and  Economic 
Development,  like  that  of  other  governmental  units,  division  of  the  State 
into  districts  or  multi-county  groups  will  in  time  make  it  possible  to  make 
available  specialists  from  this  Department  for  counselling  local  planners 
at  the  district  level,  and  so  provide  services  that  are  impractical  to 
furnish  at  the  individual  community  level.  The  preparation  of  regional  land- 
use  as  well  as  other  plans  also  forms  a  logical  basis  for  summation  into 
statewide  plans.  These  are  best  and  most  soundly  made  by  means  of  "bottom-up 
planning",  built  up  of  component  local  plans,  made  at  the  level  nearest 
those  directly  affected  by  their  conditions,  then  combined  into  regional,  and 
finally  statewide  over-all  plans. 

CRITERIA  FOR  DESIGNATING  THE  DISTRICTS 

In  preparing  the  recommendations  that  follow,  a  number  of  previous 
proposals  in  this  State  for  establishing  multi -county  districts  were  reviewed, 
as  well  as  the  programs  of  other  states,  and  a  number  of  criteria  were  selected 
to  be  taken  into  account. 

1.  County  Boundaries  Preserved.  The  first  one  that  should  be 
mentioned  is  that  the  suggested  districts  are  all  groups  of  counties  -- 
although  Geographers  and  Sociologists  have  demonstrated  repeatedly  that 
patterns  of  market  areas  and  spheres  of  community  influence  do  not  necessarily 
coincide  with  county  lines.  It  was  felt  that  in  spite  of  this,  however, 
county  government  is  too  important  a  consideration  to  ignore  in  Montana;  and 
to  date  nearly  all  other  states  with  districting  plans  have  chosen  to  go  this 
route. 

2.  Similar  Characteristics.  A  second  consideration  was  that  the 


grouping  of  counties  should  result  in  broad  natural  divisions  with  reasonably 
homogeneous  social,  economic,  and  physical  characteristics.  In  this  State, 
mountain  ranges  and  rivers  form  natural  barriers  and  boundaries  that  are 
reflected  in  many  districting  plans  already  in  use,  although  in  the  case  of 
several  Montana  counties,  to  be  sure,  natural  mountain  and  river  barriers 
separate  parts  of  the  county  from  others.  It  was  found  that  trying  to 
maintain  strict  political  homogeneity  in  the  districts,  however,  was 
impractical  since  it  would  have  led  to  the  creation  of  an  unreasonably  large 
number  of  areas. 

3.  Follow  Existing  Boundaries  When  Possible.  A  third  guide  was 
that  the  proposed  groupings  should  cause  as  little  readjustment  as  possible 
of  existing  regional  breakdowns.  In  Map  I  are  shown,  superimposed,  the 
regions  defined  by  some  25  agencies  and  organizations  --  no  two  of  which  are 
quite  alike.  Numbers  of  these  regions,  in  the  various  groupings,  vary  from 
two  to  twenty-six,  and  only  a  few  of  the  boundaries  are  common  to  a  large 
proportion  of  the  schemes.  One  of  these  frequently-used  demarcations  follows 
closely  the  Continental  Divide  from  where  it  enters  from  Canada,  to  the 
northern  boundary  of  Lewis  and  Clark  county,  then  follows  this  boundary 
southeasterly  to  pick  up  the  Little  Belt  Mountains  which  divide  Cascade  and 
Judith  Basin  counties  from  Meagher  and  Wheatland  to  the  south.  It  continues 
eastward  along  the  artificial  boundary  separating  Fergus  and  Petroleum 
counties  on  the  north  from  Golden  Valley  and  Musselshell  to  the  south. 

Another  commonly-used  boundary  runs  approximately  northwest-southeast, 
beginning  with  the  line  between  Blaine  and  Phillips  counties,  then  following 
the  Missouri  River  eastward  until  it  is  met  by  the  Musselshell,  then  continuing 
southerly  along  the  west  edges  of  Garfield  and  Rosebud  counties  until  it  leaves 
the  State. 


In  the  northeast  part  of  the  State,  the  Missouri  River  is  by  far 
the  most  common  boundary  between  existing  regions;  and  in  the  southwest,  the 
Continental  Divide  once  more  becomes  the  dominant  boundary,  between  Beaverhead 
and  Ravalli  counties. 

4.  Central  Place  Concept.  A  fourth  criterion  was  influenced  by  the 
Geographers'  concept  of  "the  Central  Place".  According  to  this  thinking 
each  city  or  town  is  a  central  place  for  an  area  around  it,  varying  in  size 
depending  on  the  range  of  services  provided,  and  the  radius  of  the  surrounding 
area  needed  to  support  each  activity  provided  by  the  center.  Services 
requiring  extensive  hinterlands  to  support  them  are  offered  only  in  a  large 
central  place,  or  urban  center.  The  typical  pattern  consists  of  a  larger 
central  place  surrounded  by  smaller  ones,  each  with  its  own  hinterland,  and 
with  a  band  of  still  smaller  ones  beyond,  building  up  to  larger  and  larger 
centers  and  finally  another  major  central  place.  In  the  regional  division 
proposed  here,  each  of  the  regions  has  at  least  one  central  place  large 
enough  to  be  regarded  as  a  growth-center,  and  in  addition  a  number  of  others 
forming  a  range  of  community  sizes.  No  two  of  the  State's  major  urban  centers, 
however,  are  found  in  any  one  region. 

Because  of  the  variety  of  city  sizes  in  Montana,  there  is  under- 
standably considerable  difference  in  the  services  offered  by  these  growth 
centers.  There  are  in  the  State  only  two  cities,  according  to  a  1963  report 
by  the  Upper  Midwest  Research  and  Development  Council,  which  can  be  called 
"Primary  Wholesale-Retail  Trade  Centers".  These  are  Great  Falls  and  Billings. 
Two  others  --  Missoula  and  Butte  --  are  "Secondary  Wholesale-Retail  Trade 
Centers".  Table  1  shows  how  trade  centers  of  various  ranking  fall  in  each 
of  the  proposed  districts,  and  Map  II  shows  how  the  State's  commercial  trade 
areas  appear.  The  districts  each  have  ftom  three  to  six  trade  centers,  and 
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only  three  counties  have  none  in  any  of  the  six  categories.  An  appendix  table 
gives  the  criteria  for  classification  of  the  trade  centers. 

5.  Existing  Organizations.  Still  another  indicator  used  in  the 
county  grouping  suggested  here  was  the  existence  of  already  functioning 
multi-county  organizations  for  one  purpose  or  another.  This  was  one  reason,  for 
example,  for  making  the  three  districts  in  eastern  Montana  in  such  a  way  that 
when  combined,  they  coincide  with  the  boundaries  of  the  existing  multi- 
county  area  which  has  cooperatively  undertaken  a  number  of  projects  for 
improvement  of  health  services,  and  is  currently  embarking  on  a  much  more 
ambitious  effort  to  bring  about  economic  development  on  a  number  of  fronts. 

6.  Population  and  Transportation.  Other  factors  taken  into  account 
included  patterns  of  population  distribution,  illustrated  on  Map  III  showing 
the  Montana  State  University  Department  of  Earth  Sciences'  presentation  of 
population  dispersion  based  on  1960  census  figures;  and  the  transportation 
system,  shown  by  Map  IV,  presenting  the  1968  traffic  flow  on  the  State's 
primary  highway  network,  as  determined  by  the  Highway  Commission. 

No  one  of  the  above  criteria  was  followed,  or  could  be  followed  with 
complete  consistency,  since  at  times  they  are  in  conflict  with  each  other. 
The  eight-county  "South-Central  Federation",  for  example,  was  ignored  to  the 
extent  of  borrowing  the  three  upper  counties  to  add  to  District  6,  which  has 
Lewistown  as  its  dominant  growth  center.  This  same  grouping  of  counties 
around  Lewistown  also  prevents  the  use  of  another  of  the  above  criteria: 
giving  preference  to  boundaries  favored  by  the  map  that  superimposes  the 
districts  now  in  use  by  various  governmental  and  other  agencies.  One  fairly 
heavily  used  boundary,  as  shown  on  the  map,  would  have  divided  Wheatland, 
Golden  Valley  and  Musselshell  counties  from  the  others. 
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SUGGESTED  MULTI-COUNTY  DIVISION 

The  twelve  proposed  districts  are  presented  here  in  two  ways. 
Map  V  shows  the  counties  included  in  each  district  in  geographical   relationship. 
Table     2     summarizes  a  number  of  demographic  and  economic  characteristics  by 
which  the  districts  are  compared.      It  is  apparent  from  the  Table  how  the 
divisions  containing  larger  cities  in  the  State  --  Billings  and  Great  Falls  -- 
tend  to  overbalance  the  others  in  population  as  well   as  in  economic  measures. 
But  the  northwestern  district,  #10,  shows  how  a  cluster  of  smaller  but  pro- 
gressive communities  can  go  far  toward  making  up  for  a  single  large  city. 
Population,  income,  and  retail   sales  in  the  highest-ranking  district  are 
5  to  5%  times  as  large  as  in  the  lowest,  but  no  district  is  consistently 
high  or  low  in  all   the  socio-economic  factors. 

UTILIZING  THE  MULTI-COUNTY  DISTRICTS 

In  making  use  of  this  proposed  districting  plan  it  is  not  necessary, 
nor  will   it  be  practicable,  for  each  State  office  to  change  from  its  present 
out-state  organization  to  one  involving  12  district  offices.     Some  of  the 
present  arrangements  were  undoubtedly  determined  not  so  much  by  decisions  by 
agencies  as  to  the  best  distribution  of  their  services,  but  by  budgetary 
limitations  which  dictated  the  number  of  field  offices  an  agency 
could  afford  to  maintain.     So  in  adapting  to  a  common  districting  scheme, 
organizations  with   less  than  12  administrative  districts  could  work  toward 
establishing  areas  that  would  include  two  or  more  of  the  12  multi -county 
districts. 
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Several   methods  have  been  used  by  other  states  --  most  of  which 
have  now  established  sub-state  regions  or  districts  —  in  initiating  the 
plans.     These  vary  from  a  simple  executive  order  by  the  governor  putting 
the  plan  into  effect,  to  programs  involving  protracted  (and  sometimes 
inconclusive)   public  debate  over  multi-county  district  lines.     It  remains 
to  be  seen  which  procedures  give  the  most  lasting  satisfactory  results. 
But  in  all   cases  where  multi-county  districts  have  been  designated,  they 
have  been  quickly  reinforced  by  adoption  of  these  districts  by  federal 
departments,  acting  under  the  influence  of  powerful   prompting  by  the  Office 
of  Management  and  Budget. 

In  the  case  of  Montana,  it  is  recommended  that  if  the  Governor 
is   in  substantial   agreement  with  the  multi-county  district  plan  proposed 
here,  the  following  procedure  be  adopted  to  put  it  into  use  among  state 
agencies: 

*  Distribution  of  the  plan  and  report  to  administrative  heads 
of  state  government  agencies  for  review  and  comment,  allowing 
a  30-day  period  for  noting  any  legal   or  operational   restraints 
which  would  interfere  with  putting  the  new  alignment  into 
administrative  use. 

*  Issuance  of  an  executive  order  from  the  Governor's  office 
embodying  modifications  to  the  plan,   if  necessary,  and  allowing 
a  one-year  period  for  state  agencies  to  adjust  reporting  and 
administrative  procedures  in  accordance  with  the  districting 
plan.      (A  sample  executive  order  is   included  in  the  Appendix.) 

*  Where  legislative  action  would  be  required  to  allow  agencies 
to  make  use  of  the  new  alignment,  this  factor  would  have  to  be 
taken  into  account  in  establishing  time  limits. 


APPENDIX 


TABLE  3 

Specific  Criteria  for  Classification  of  Trade  Centers 

(Note:  A  center  at  any  given  level  must  also  satisfy  all  criteria  for  lower- 
level  centers.) 

1 .  Primary  Wholesale-Retail  Trade  Center 

A.  Over  100  wholesale  establishments. 

B.  Over  $75  million  annually  in  both  wholesale  and  retail  sales. 

C.  All  of  the  following  wholesale  functions: 

1)  Automotive  supplies  8)  Tobacco  -  beer 

2)  Bulk  Oil  9)  Lumber  &  Construction  Material 

3)  Chemicals  and  paint  10)  Hardware 

4)  Drugs  11)  Industrial  and  farm  machinery 

5)  Dry  goods,  apparel  12)  Paper 

6)  Electrical  goods  13)  Plumbing,  heating,  air  conditioning 

7)  Groceries  and  food  equipment 

14)  Professional  service  equipment 

2.  Secondary  Wholesale-Retail  Trade  Center 

A.  Over  50  wholesale  establishments. 

B.  Over  $40  million  in  both  wholesale  and  retail  sales  --  or  --  over 

$80  million  in  total  trade. 

C.  Less  than  14  but  at  least  10  of  the  wholesale  functions  listed  under 

Primary  Wholesale-Retail  Trade  Center. 

3.  Complete  Shopping  Trade  Center 

A.  Nine  or  more  of  the  following  retail  functions: 

1)  Photographic  studio  8)  Music  store 

2)  Sporting  goods  9)  Chilren's  wear 

3)  Family  shoe  store  10)  Heating  &  plumbing  equipment 

4)  Florist  11)  Antique  or  second-hand  store 

5)  Radio  &  TV  store  12)  Stationery 

6)  Tires,  battery  &  accessories   13)  Women's  accessories 

7)  Paint,  glass  &  wallpaper  14)  Camera  shop 

or 

B.  $11  million  annually  in  retail  sales  and  at  least  six  of  the  above 

retail  functions. 

4.  Partial  Shopping  Trade  Center 

A.  Four  to  eight  of  the  retail  functions  listed  in  3A  above. 
or 

B.  Five  to  10  million  dollars  annually  in  retail  sales  and  at  least 


TABLE     3     (continued) 
four  of  the  retail   functions  in  3A  above, 


Full  Convenience  Trade  Center 

A.  All  essential: 

1)  Household  appliances  or 

furniture  store 

2)  Jewelry  store 


Supplemental  (3  or  more) 

1)  Family  shoe  store 

2)  Lumber  yard 

3)  Funeral  services 


3)  Power  laundry,  dry  cleaner 

4)  Men's  or  boy's  clothing  store, 

or  women's  ready-to-wear,  or 
general  store  (department, 
merchandise) 


4)  Year-round  hotel 

5)  Farm  &  garden  supplies 


6.  Minimum  Convenience  Trade  Center 

A.  All  essential: 

1)  Gasoline  service  station 

2)  Grocery  store,  general  store, 

or  general  merchandise 

3)  Hardware  store 

B.  Supplemental  (2  or  more) 

1)  Motor  vehicle  or  farm 

equipment  dealer 

2)  Variety  store 


4)  Bank 

5)  Eating  or  drinking  place 

6)  Drug  store 


3)  Meat,  fish  or  fruit  dealer 

4)  General  merchandise  or  general 

store. 


Source:  Trade  Centers  and  Trade  Al*eas  of  the  Upper  Midwest,  Urban  Report  No 
Upper  Midwest  Research  and  Development  Council ,  September,  1963. 
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(Sample) 
EXECUTIVE  ORDER 


WHEREAS,  Multi-County  Districts  have  been  incorporated  in  many  States  of  the  United 
States  pursuant  to  guidelines  and  directions  published  by  the  U.   S.   Bureau  of  the 
Budget  in  Circulars  A-80,  A-82,  A-95,  and  A-96,  and  to  the   Intergovernmental    Coopera- 
tion of  1968,  Public  Law  90-577;  and 

WHEREAS,  it  has  been  found  that  planning  for  the  entire  State  of  Montana,  as  a  single 
unit  with  its  diverse  geography,  large  size  and  heterogeneous  economy,  is  too  cumber- 
some for  effective  coordination  and  efficient  operation  of  public  programs;  and 

WHEREAS,  the  proliferation  of  various  sets  of  sub-state  planning  and  administrative 
regions  adopted  by  State  and  Federal   agencies  operating  within  Montana  to  facilitate 
program  planning  and  execution  over  relatively  homogeneous  areas,  are  not  consistent 
and  consequently  create  administrative  and  operational  handicaps;  and 

WHEREAS,   the  State  Department  of  Planning  and  Economic  Development  has  recommended 
the  establishment  of  uniform  Multi -County  Districts  as  a  means  to  facilitate  compre- 
hensive and  functional   planning  and  development  activities,  and  administration  in 
delivery  of  services  at  all   levels  of  government  within  the  State,  in  order  to  mini- 
mize further  proliferation  of  uncoordinated  single-agency  districts; 

NOW,  THEREFORE,   I,  ,  Governor  of  the  State  of  Montana,  by 

virtue  of  the  authority  vested  in  me  by  the  Constitution  and  the  Laws  of  the  State 
of  Montana,  after  examination  of  the  problem  and  consultation  with  State  governmental 
officials  to  determine  the  districting  pattern  which  represents  the  most  workable 
delineation  of  counties  in  the  State,  do  hereby  direct  the  official   establishment  of 
Multi-County  Districts  for  planning  and  administration  in  the  State  of  Montana,  with 
provisions  as  follows: 

1.  Boundaries:     There  are  hereby  constituted  the  following  Montana  Multi-County 
Districts  for  planning  and  administration: 

(Description  of  the  districts  by  designation  of  counties  in  each) 

2.  Goals:     The  objectives  of  the  districting  are: 

(a)  To  provide  for  a  uniform  basis  to  coordinate  major  state  plans  and 
programs. 

(b)  To  enable  the  use,  by  all   State  and  Federal   agencies,  of  a  common 
set  of  districts  for  planning  and  administrative  purposes. 

(c)  To  develop  a  method  for  coordinating  federally  sponsored  or  operated 
programs  at  sub-state  levels,  with  each  other,  and  with  state  programs. 

(d)  To  provide  a  strengthened  role  for  county  and  municipal   officials   in 
the  execution  of  State  and  Federal   programs  at  the  local   level. 

(p)     To  |)rovido  a  consistent  ar(>a    framework    (or  t.hr  rjnthrring  prncrsnlnti 
(irul  analy/inq  of  planning  orul  iidminisl.rdl.  I  vl-    In  lotiiicit  Ion   rttid   ddlii. 
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(f)  To  eliminate  overlap,  duplication  and  competition  between  various 
levels  of  government  and  thus  facilitate  the  most  effective  use  of 
the  State's  resources. 

3.  State  Agencies:  All  State  departments,  divisions,  agencies,  commissions, 
boards,  and  councils  and  committees  are  directed  to  comply  with  the  districting 
designated  by  this  Order  within  a  period  of  one  year  from  this  date.  Agency 
grouping  of  more  than  one  entire  contiguous  district  may  also  be  permitted,  when 
clearly  justified,  for  specifically  identified  functions.  If  any  State  agency 
wishes  to  group  districts,  a  request  should  be  submitted  as  outlined  in  Section  5 
of  this  Order. 

4.  Local  Government:  Within  each  District,  all  county  and  municipal  units  of 
government  are  requested  to  cooperate  and  participate  in  district-wide  planning  and 
policy  reviews,  and  should  provide  for  access  to  professional  and  technical  staff 
to  assist  in  area-wide  planning  and  policy  making.  If,  for  special  functions, 
local  officials  wish  to  organize  Multi-County  Federations  with  boundaries  differing 
from  those  established  by  this  Order,  the  new  association  should  consist  of 
entire  contiguous  districts  to  permit  State  and  Federal  recognition  and  support. 

5.  Exceptions:  Where  warranted,  special  exceptions  may  be  granted  to  those  State 
agencies  whose  immediate  compliance  with  these  exact  district  boundaries  would  bring 
undue  expense,  hardship,  or  significantly  decreased  efficiency  to  the  operation  of  that 
agency,  or  because  of  other  special  circumstances.  Exemptions  will  be  considered  and 
may  be  granted  by  the  Office  of  the  Governor,  to  those  State  agencies  showing  just 
cause  for  exemption.  Agencies  seeking  exemption  must  submit: 

(a)  A  map  depicting  those  districts  which  can  be  utilized  and  those 
where  modification  from  existing  boundaries  is  deemed  necessary. 

(b)  A  written  statement  or  justification  citing  statutes,  federal  regu- 
lations or  guidelines,  personnel  difficulties,  unreasonable  work- 
load assignments,  existing  investments  in  field  facilities,  or  other 
major  factors  indicating  sufficient  cause  for  delay  in  adoption  of 
the  State  Multi-County  Districts  specified  herein. 

(c)  A  timetable  for  eventual  agency  conformance  with  this  Order. 

To  maintain  flexibility,  district  boundary  revisions  can  be  accomplished  by  executive 
order  of  the  Governor  after  consultation  with  appropriate  State  agencies  and  local 
governments. 

IN  WITNESS  WHEREOF,  I  have  set  iT\y  hand  and  caused  to  be  affixed  the  Great  Seal  of  the 

State  of  Montana.  Done  at  the  State  Capitol  in  Helena,  Montana,  this  ^day  of 

.  1970. 


ATTEST:  GOVERNOR 


Secretary  of  State 


